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pany. has been made from mvmduah to mdmduais, to a very Ly
_,amount

It woulcf&eem, from the evidence before your co nmittee, thy r,
authorities of Baltimore designedly suspended their gub~cnpmm on s,
,half of the city, um}l/th) had been m.ormcd the subscription wasy, 3y
b:y he Treasurer on bebali o f [z: State; and ihoere 15 reasoy ‘”!emx
that no ‘iubwamx 1011 Ot u 3 il ot the \,u) would have bLPn T »vr
Cn‘CUlBah nee b s} tatervens d e 3"(".’ i a cuh=s T !’) nn it H] :')‘ i;ah o
,é;tat?. But )ouz comittce da o1 flod any 'wh!.( act of the el R
Baltimore, which made the State subsciiption a condition pre wl,.' ,
a 5ub%upl:0n on the gmt of the eity. 1 he conelusion theu b
c:ty would remain bound, aithoug the State should have and SB,‘,
exercise the rignt of ?Hml}”l"ﬂ lier subse u;m')n. It must be admi
that the subscription, wade oy behailof | he Stateadded giratljo
value of the stock in the hands of private ud\etnmw, aud that s
bave been made, at pr xceﬂ, greatly exceeding those, which might 5o B
been commandvd if the States subwnptlon had not been given I
impos ible to restore those persons into thel Iy former conditions, 2
tO save them from [I](-‘ 109}-, v.n]('u \\()Ulu !ut,vu( Ui) ensie thic efep i
the pait of the State to annul her sutscription, to thestock of U
- Company .

To apply this state of facts to the purposes of t_heir report, jou
commitiee must assume 3

tst, That the subscriptions on the part of State were dependen
the s1fficiency of the subscriptions to the capital stock of the Mz
land Canal Company. |

2nd. That in fact those subscriptions are insufficient.

.3d. That the State might have refused to subscribe upuuw
gzound of such insufliciency, or havir.g s subscribed in wnomnu:
that fact, might upon further information have rescinded her ¢
tract before. any act had been done by the companies or 1ndmua-
upon the faith of her subscriptions, which altered materially th
circumstances. _

Up on this hypothesis 1t is, that your commi ittee fouud t-"-"
0p|mon that tl\e State cannot at this time exercise such r..-
The error supposed does not exist m the subject nnltero
contract, but in a material circumstance which induced thef
ties to enter inlo it: and the fact about which the eiror L:'
posed to exist, was equally unknoswn to all par ties. Whered
exists, in refexence to the bUbjeCt matter, the contract isata all urs ‘
void; but where it exists only in the motwe which led to the &7
tract, the.party is required to exercise reasonable diligence in

forming himselt of all facts necessary to be understood by hmm‘
cannot nlfum tn avoid his contraet zounn anvw gther terms, thu"l {5
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of indemnifying the cther party fr om the consequcnces of the ¢~
tract -

- - - - -
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to (he cnnsequ nees whlch would floav fro'n \.xcatm" htf
scripuons, yout committee are of opinion that the pu® slie govs ©



